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1. This Office action is in response to the amendment filed December 1, 2006. Claims 1-27 
are pending. The amendment to the specification has been entered. 

2. Applicant's arguments have been considered, but are not deemed persuasive. Using 
appUcant's reasoning, one would place a tool string connected to a cable several thousand feet 
into the ground without determining if the cable has the capacity of handling the communication 
requirements. This is clearly contrary to ordinary practice. Communications systems are 
designed by engineers prior to use. In such a process, the system is modeled based on known 
assumptions and whenever possible the system is optimized. The Examiner supplies two 
defmitions of engineering as an example. Wikipedia's definition of engineering, published 
November 30, 2003, includes a section pertaining to problem solving. A more complete 
definition of engineering is provided by Wikipedia in an edition published January 31, 2007. 
Although this is published at a later date, it is still considered relevant since the definition has not 
changed between the time of invention and the time of publishing of the definition. It is 
considered that one of ordinary skill in the art would be aware of engineering principles. 
Gardner teaches that the effect of temperature on the cable's signal carrying capacity is reduced 
based on fi*equency and temperature. Thus, an engineer would ordinarily conq)ensate for 
temperature in the environment in designing the system. Further, Gardner, teaches the 
optimization of such a system when it is in the ground. This fine tuning is for the purpose of 
conpensating for factors which are not readily known. Col. 4, lines 65-67 states: "the distortion 
is both variable and unknown so that it must be dealt with dynamically where system parameters 
are not known in advance'' Emphasis added. Conversely, where parameters are known they can 
be made part of the design. Gardner teaches that temperatxire negatively affects the transmission 
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capacity of a cable and that a downhole environment has a rising temperature. See Figure 5. 
Col 7, lines 50-55 teaches that an acceptable signal loss is 60dB. Figure 4 shows the signal loss 
of various types of cables. These parameters show that one of ordinary skill in the art would be 
aware of various design parameter that would effect the cable. They also suggest that an 
engineer would take these factors into account when designing a communication system 

Finally, applicant's arguments imply that the steps of estimation and modeling are 
complex, exact processes. The claims recite no such requirement. Merely, recognizing that the 
signal carrying capacity is degraded by temperature and changing the cable carrying capacity 
from a base assumption by a design or safety factor would be sufficient to carry out the method 
recited in the claims. To permit applicant to patent the instant claims would amount to a 
prohibition on practicing the steps of engineering design as it pertains to a downhole logging 
system any modification of a system to accommodate for a known factor would be proscribed by 
a patent with the instant method claims. Clearly, appHcant is not the first person to invent the 
process of engineering design. 

Therefore, the prior rejection has be repeated with minor modifications to clarify the 
points made above. The substance of the rejection is not changed. 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gardner 
5,387,907 in view of Humboldt WO 01/49001, 

Regarding claim 1, Gardner teaches in col. 7 and figures 4-6 the determination of 
operating characteristics of a wireline cable at the surface and the effect of tenperature on the 
operating characteristics of the cable. It is well known that ten5)erature affects the operating 
characteristic of the cable. Gardner teaches the estimation of the data rate of the cable and 
determining the optimum fi*equency. Gardner does not teach the estimation of the data rate 
requirements of a tool string. Since the wireline is to be used with a sonde (essentially a tool 
string), it would have been obvious to estimate the data rate requirements so that the tool string 
may operate within the parameters of the cable. Gardner does not teach the modification of the 
tool string of the data rate of the cable does not match the downhole rate of the cable. Humbolt 
teaches a tool string communicating with a cable. Once the downhole rate of the cable has been 
determined, the tool string is altered so that the data rate does not exceed the rate of the cable. 
One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention is presumed to have the knowledge 
and skills of an engineer. An engineer uses his knowledge of science to find solutions to 
problems by creating prototypes, designing modes based on scientific knowledge and including a 
factor of safety to reduce the risk of unexpected failure, and testing such models. It would have 
been obvious to adjust the tool string at the surface to ensure proper operation down hole when 
the system does not permit adjustment within the downhole environment. Further, it would have 
been obvious to estimate the change in transmission on a wire when there is knowledge that 
temperature has an effect on the transmission characteristics of the wire. 
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Regarding claims 2-4, figures 4-6 are graphs depicting the operating characteristics of a 
wireline cable. It would have been obvious that such values are determined by measurements, 
either above ground or within the hole. 

Regarding claim 5, Humboldt teaches the determination of the SNR of the cable 
downhole. It would have been obvious to perform the same determination at the surface to 
prevent a defective cable from being used. 

Regarding claim 6, as shown in Figure 5 of Gardner, the ten5)erature negatively affects 
the operating characteristic. It would have been obvious to use a linear tenq)erature gradient 
assumption since the tenq)erature rises with depth and a linear model is the simplest estimate for 
calculation. 

Regarding claims 7-8, the modehng characteristic chosen would be dependent on the 
depth of the well as well as the measured temperature changes in the well. Thus, the use of a 
two-part gradient assunq)tion would be obvious if there is an abrupt change in temperature at a 
certain depth. It would have been obvious to create a model that approximates the downhole 
temperature characteristics. 

Regarding claim 9, it would have been obvious to use actual measxired temperature 
values to gain a more accurate estimate since downhole ten5)erature values are not easily 
predicted. 

Regarding claims 10-1 1, it would have been obvious to add or subtract tools to reduce or 
increase data based on the wireline cable capacity. More tools generate more data and thus, 
require greater bandwidth. 
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Regarding claim 12, the claimed analyzer and modeler are merely automated tools for 
performing the determination step recited in the method claims. It would have been obvious to 
create specialized tools to eliminate human operator error. Automated testing tools are found in 
virtually all testing environments where a test must be performed frequently. This saves the time 
and e^qpense of setting up the test each time it is required. 

Regarding claims 13-20, as stated above, the performance of the various steps would 
have been obvious. Similarly, it would have been obvious to automate the steps to eliminate the 
human operator errors. 

Regarding claims 21-27, these claims recite the software for the automated modeler. It 
would have been obvious to use a computer to perform the modeling functions and thus, it would 
have been obvious to use software to control the con5)uter since that is conventional. 
5. TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Apphcant is reminded of the extension of time 
poUcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Albert K. Wong whose telephone number is 571-272-3057. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wendy Garber can be reached on 571-272-7308. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an appKcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published appHcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, Status information for unpublished 
appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Albert K. Wong 
February 9, 2007 





